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THE TKIAL NABRATIV}J;S ‘ 255

. ~i:ha cangﬁrnatmn of the Tm&l—narmtwes of which no haar»

, ~ mony has ever yet been discovered: indeed harmony
 recedes. farther and farther away as study increases and

~ commentaries multiply.

St. Paul, however, whose epistles contain han:’diy a trace

 of theTrial- narmmveswmthgugh they were then in course of

slow construction and must have existed in some fluid,
inchoate state-—has given us a clue when he wrote (1 Cor.

xv.) of the gospel which he preached : ““I delivered .
that which I received by tradition, how that Christ died
for our sins aaaardmg {o the scriptures, and that he was

"humeii and that he hath been raised on the third day accord-

wng to the scriptures.”’ The “ scriptures *’ were the oracles,

- which were seen to be fulfilled. And out of thﬁ fulfilment

. the Tma}«m,rmtwes were largely constructed : how largely

they were built upon Jeremiah will now be shown.
The prophet Jeremiah being a type of the Lord, in his

~ loneliness and aloofness, in his persecution, in his bearing

the yoke, in his parables, it was found that his trial was

| fulfilled in that of the Lord. The two trials were obviously
_alike in three respects, the place the judges, the verdict.

To these fulfilments others were added as only less obvious.

Iirst, the place in J mi‘usa,lem was the temple. Next, the
~ aceusers resembled the false-prophets who acoused Jere-
~ miah. Thirdly, the accusations were identical, because

Jesus had forctold the destruction of the temple in Jere-

miah’s language. Besides these six fulfilments others
 were discovered by the evangelists or their sources, such

as the reaction in favour of the Accused, the replies of Jesus
to His 3udge<s} and other incidents into which we shall now

. mqu;m our basis being the Greck Bible not the Hebrew

- (Jer. xxvi., xxvil, = xxxiv., Xxxv. in LXX).

"The-ord{,r of events is almost precisely that of the

. gospels 1—
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~ climax in the final scenes. For he hastens to add that
~ ““there were gathered mgﬁthm the chief priests and the

_elders of the people . . . to kill him ”: which is nearly

 what Jeremiah says.] | | |

The first point, however, of undoubted resemblance is

~the threefold denomination of the énemieg of Jesus (Mark
~ viil. 31, xi. 27, xiv. 43, 53, xv. 1) compared with the

threefold description in Jeremiah., The phrase in Mark is
first used at the first intimation of the Passion. And its
meaning overlaps, for many priests were elders and many
scribes were elders. The parallel phrase in Luke, though

different, is also threefold, caplains of the temple taking

the place of scribes.  But Luke (xxii. 66) has another strange
threefold denomination, there assembled the presbytery of

 the people, both chief priesis and scribes, and led Him aw ay
~ into their council (San}isadmn} “The three component
| parts of the sanhedrin met ”’ (Plummer) ““and led Josus

away into their sanhedrin.”’ 'This is almost inconceivable.
Perhaps origination in Jeremiah xxvi. may explain it.

 Luke’s chief priests are the priests, the presbylers y of the

jpeag;ia stands for the people, and the scribes for the false-
prophets. The scribes were the established teachers, pro-
phets were specially sent teachers. He iaught them with
authority and not as the scribes. In later times Jalse~pro-

 phet and false-teacher were nearly @ynonymam (2 Pet. ii. 1).

The second point is ihey seized (cvvéhaBop, in all four

- accounts) Jesus, as they seized Jercmish.

The third point is that the mptms are intent upon the
death of the victim. ,
 The fourth point is that while Joremiah uses the com-

 posite word false-prophet, Mark uses a similar composite

 verb {o false-witness twice, and Matthew the substantive.
- (These are not in LXX.)

The fifth point is that Jeremiah’s prediction of the

VoI, IX, 17
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_ must« die. Then the prws‘ig and the f@h@ ;:}mpheta say
_ to the pringes and the @G{}pl@ that he must die. Then the
princes and the people say that he must not die. After this
(-'éa(}me of the elders speak to all the assembly of the people,
 and quote the precedent of Micah, to show that he must not
die. Finally he is saved by Ahikam, son of Josiah’s minis-
~ ter, from death at the hands of the people. And perhaps
_ the most remarkable feature of the Wh(}lé'story is the dis-
_ sent of some of the elders (Zvdpes Thv mpecBurépwy Tijs yis)
from the policy of the main body. This dissent is repro-
duced, as we shall see, in Joseph of Arimathea (Luke).
- What now concerns us is that Pilate desires (in Luke, but
~ this hardly appears in Mark) to spare the life of Jesus.
. Luke saw Yiﬁ Jeremiah xxvi. that the princes and the people
_ urged that Jeremiah must not die. This suggested that
these two classes were Pilate’s natural allies. To them
. he makes Pilate resort (Luke xxiii. 13). The high priests
 he is obliged of course to summon : but the princes and the
 people are summoned in Luke because of the important
_ function that they performed in Jeremiah.
| The point becomes clearer if we observe the m%gmd@ of
the people in the gogpels. At firgt the multitude is neuntral,
_ ~ wanting the release of some prisoner as the custom was,
 ¢? _ but the priests incited it to ask for 'm@m%%&% and the words
frc&i?am* release seem to imply thatb there had been a prefer-
 ence for Jesas (Mark xv. 11). In Luke the crowds have no
cry of their own, for the long and definite sentence in xxiii.
*5 can only be spoken by the priests, Even if they cried
-~ out together (?”i“&gtz?‘?w;f%gf xxiil, 18) seems the vox populi, the
multtiude (6 wrHfos xxiii. 1) has been already used of the
71 Sanhedrists. The people is pricst-ridden. Only Acts
il 13 ff. makes the people responsible, while even there
- your wée?*s are mentioned. St. John, with Acts before him,
kf:fmﬂc}wzﬁ &ulw s Gos ‘9@1 in not defining the action of the crowd.
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~ probably Matthew had g?f*rm:‘:a%&%z xxvi, in view in deseribing

the end of Judas, Certainly Matt. xxvil. 3 and 24 find a
coﬁm(ﬁ:mg link in Jder. = 15,
| V.

The thirteenth pont is more é;mz’; possible, converning

the martyrdom ‘é‘z} truth.

John xviit, 37. 1 have come
into the world that I may bear
witness unto the truth.

Jor. xxwxi. 18, Forinfruth hath
the Lord sent me to speak unto
you in your ears all these words,

Much depends upon the emphagis thrown upon in truth
{ézf danbela).  The words might express nothing more than

asseveration, but they may on the other hand be construed

»Wz.ish to speak wnto you, and theve is no doubt which of the

two constructions would be preferred by St. John, who
mentions the truth twenty-four times, and would seize upon
his favourite words sent e of the mzm ion of the Son (seven-
teen times),

VI.

dere xzvi, 6. Then said the (Luke) Pilate said unto i:i)fr&

princes and all the people unie
the priests and the folse-prophets,
This mon 18 not worthy of death,

Then rose up certain men of

the elders of the land

 and spake to all the

 synagogue of the people.

chief priests and ths crowds, T

find no fauld in this man . . .

and behold . nothing worthy - of
denth hath been done by him.
{John) I find no erime in him,
{Matt.) elders of the peoople.
(Lizke) 8 councillor. who had not
consented . . ' ‘
John xviil. 20 in synagogue.

~ The reaction in Jeremiah is headed by the princes (rulers)
~and the people, in Mark by Pilate whom Roman readers

 of Mark understood to be the
_ mitted that in Mark the point of this reaction is blunt, and
n Latke, and then in John, where Pilate’s
 vacillation is most marked, |

I8 first sharpened in

33;:;;’(}

S AVERES

St 1t must be ad-

The fmxt’teem?h point is that the @1@6?&3?&%;{:}33 15 made in
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viﬁmw events which Luke says in his preface that he ha,d
 followed up in their prophetic parallels accurately 71
As he alone narrates it, our duty is to ascertain whether
it has precisely this prophetic support. The opinion that
it is a legendary accretion has recently been challenged in
~one of Mr. Streeter’s able contributions to the Oxford
Studies in the Synoptic Problem, on two grounds, (1) ““be-
cause we can detect no apologetic motive for its growth; (2)
~ becaunse the statement (Luke xxiii. 12) so completely illu.
minates and is illuminated by certain facts elsewhere re-
. corded.” The second of these# can very well be true and
- yet, as to the first, it is possible to detect an apologetic
motive if there is a fulfilment of prophecy : for it was just
in the region of fulfilment that the apologia of the Christian
faith in the first century stood or fell. The evangelist
saw the fulfilment himself and h@ped that his reader, his
. Theop}nﬁ{um would come to see it. In this light it is no
more far-fetched and fantastical tiﬁm}g many other passages.
- For instance, to construe the sure mercies of David (Isa,
lv. 3; Acts xiil. 34) into a prediction of the Resurrection of
_C‘hmgﬁ ig to the. modern mind rather strange, and yet we
k"",f‘~‘,kn(} w that the Apostles did so. ILet us therefore bear in
 mind the pc}azﬁsﬂy prophetic character of the Ilerodian
incident.? . | '
The prophe‘i& Jeremiah being ordered to malke bonds and
- put them upon his neck is once more the type of the boam}
- T esus. As he was in weeping over J erusalem, in foretelling

Y Oracles, pp. 82 fz,
S8 Mutualw ini% ashing of Herod and Pilate-—needed by Herod far hay-
ing killed the p{}g’}uias John the Baptist, by Pilate for zzm%%aamlg the
Galileans who were “ of Herod’s jurisdiction ' (Luke xii.)
& An objection may be raised. that Jer, xxvil. desls with a later veign
than Jer. xxvi., that of Zedekiah, Yet L which wa {ollow throughout,
makes no distinction, while the Hehrew, followed by Aquila {L 20 4D, 1)
dates it, along with Jer. xxvi., of Jehoiakin.

| ﬁ),the riwpgiich to Herod is historical or not. 1}@ it one of
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hands of the envoys who came to meet him (the text is here
 confused) at J ﬁfﬁ‘%éﬂﬁ/m}” hig finmypé% wufici mﬂy send them
 to Herod by wearing them on His own body. In the
ordinary Roman way He was bound whm} sent by Pilate,
though by a horrible jest on H orod’s jgimri He was sent
(dvémepprev in both cases) by him to Pilate &rr&y{%d in

fine apparel. The atrocious practical joke was that the .

Idumean king, having recoived from Pilate, whom he hated,
a poor bundle of bonds, returned the prisoner disguised as
a kmg in some disused mmsf‘t garment, The jest was the
occasion of the two encmios becoming friends. o
There is a slight approximation in hu’im xxiil &sfmg
himself in Jerusalem in these days, to Jeremiah xxvil 1,

thot come to meet him at Jerusalem. In fact the only words

~ of the semmszg that refuse any visible fulfilment are 2@&’5«’ o

' kmh and J@ed@k. ‘ .
~ That the incident is omitted by Mark and Matthew aﬁd
pointedly by John—or rather they attribute the clothing
in purple to Pilate’s soldiers—does not forbid its being con-
nected with Jeremish xxvi., which all four evangelists
employed. The three saw that it was not in « oromiah
xxvi., even if they saw it in Jeremish xxvii, ; . on the other
hand, thay had not the special source of information which
Luke had in connexion with the Herodian family. Sup-
posing that Philip at Ciesarea had some rudimentary account
or even rumour of it, this nmy have been used to follow
along (as he and Luke would think) with the oracle.

Perbaps, too, the narrative i@ due to another considera-

tion. Before Luke’s Gospel §t. Paul had been sent by a
later Raman procurator to a l&i}@f Herod (Acts xxv. 21
avaméuyro). The disciple could not be greater than his Lord.
(Compare also Acts xviil. 15 of Gallio’s attitude with John
xviii. 81 of Pilate’s.) :

' Apart, however, from such ,a} apeculation let ug sec
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The late Dr. Verrall in his Sfimleatiﬁg essay uziidértaﬁk
to shaw that the Herod interview was credible and har- |
monious g}mwﬁm we do not admit the m@ciwi*:y by Herod
of the Accused. Unfortunately, the condition remains un-
fulfilled. Mo take éuralfas only of ff‘;ﬁ;?l%?”’ is not @ﬂe@mﬁw
nor does he make good this point. Mockery alone is ade-

- _ quate, as the concordances to both Tes taments abundantly

show. Bub the particular oracle on which this mockery
s bas f;é"i :Eséw«' ' \
Pesalm xxxviil. 7, « My ég{mfi is full of mockeries.”’ ,
If this {}ba@wa’é ion appears to be unwarranted, let th@
context of this Psalm be observed. The reader’s attention
has been drawn to it by St. John quoting it in his descrip-
tion of that : agony of the Lord whmh he has %ubsﬁziu%ad for
,Gethsgmxme. i |
Psalm xxxviii. 10, «“ My MJ%Z is troubled ” (John xii. 27).
In fact the rest of the Psalm is as dmdy fulfilled in the

-incidents of the Trials as Psalm xxii. is in t}mse of the

Crucifixion. ,
Ib. 11, ¢ They that were ﬁem%f; to me stood afar Qﬁ

. (So did Peter follow Jesus afer off. So d:ul all HIS

 acquaintance stand afor off.) -
Ib. 12, < They that sought my life forced me away, and

 they that sought mischief for me spake vanities. . ..” (So

‘the s&nhcdrm sought witness to put Him to death, and
fmmd it not.)

Ib. 18, “Lﬂxﬁ {me that is dumb, who openeth not hls
mouth.”  (So was Jesus silent before the hfzg}s priest.) -

Ib. 14, ¢ And hath not re?roof% in his mouth.” 1(}5%{) Was
He silent before Pilate (Mark), before Herod (Luke).

Ip. 16, * W’heﬁ my feet were shaken they blustered against
me.”  (* Behel& how many ihmg% they accuse thee of.”)
b, 17, f‘IkW‘&h ready to be scourged.” (So Mark xv. 15,

" JT. 8. w321, and The Bacchants, ste. |
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1 cannot therefore follow my revered former instructor
in mitigating the action of Herod to mumty If Herod
was ‘‘ discharging him as innocent,” having ¢ questioned
him at much length,”’ not unkindly, not judicially, but as
“ delighted in the celebrated wonder-worker,” while * his
 hopes of a performance preoccupied him, it appears, com-
pletely,” why did not Jesus answer Herod anything ? To
refuse a word in answer to the long speeches (Adyoess
iravols) of this powerful prince and despot wag certainly
to irritate him. He, however, mildly presents the poor |
prisoner with such clothing which ¢ the prince himself puts
on ”’——a mark of honour that Verrall thinks was not ironical.

Nor can I agree that “the refusal of the magician to
respond to his advances, though it could not please, must
stimulate his curiosity, and might naturally increase his
respect.” How could Herod sit there while the Jewish
authorities stood and watched him rebuffed ? |

~ Another fact to which Verrall hardly allowed enough
m‘lparmncﬁ is that Luke alone has re@mi{*& the alleged
previous mzmxﬁy of Herod (xiii. 31, ““some Pharisees tell
him . . . Herod wisheth to slay thee”). Ile says, “It
18 meutienmif@r the sake of the angwer ”; ‘“whether it
is true, whether authorised, whether believed—all is un-
~ certain.” The fact, however, of its presence can only
imply that Herod was a supposed deadly foe and prepare
us for his unchanged enmity. Luke’s omission of “ the
Ferodians ” in Mark viii. 15, xii. 13 proves nothing. From
errk xii, 13 be has omitted “ the PPharisees.”

- Nor is the subsequent history of the bright rasment, which
Verrall pursues, recorded in particular by Luke. At the
Crucifixion he quotes Psalm xxii. 18 without changing a

* But Verrall presses the sctive voice of mepfoddr unduly, failing to see
that it is used of clothing oneself in Bzek. xvi, 18, while Ezek. xviil. 7, 18
also support the middle monse.  Ile overlooked LUK,
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hanwe& the wmnd e:md i’ed i%am mtc) &%«c?; z)?"ijé{;g}ii }mﬂ in
‘ Qrder to wmem ﬁhﬁ gltzznsmeg& bui& thr’s is bad tr&n&;lgmm, ‘~
 Of course we ask, How can Luk@ a g@{}d S&h@layr, have been

- ﬂm external evidence is overwhehmnw f;ha;%; Luke wrote it,
~ and the internal evidence everwhe,lmmg that he did not
write ﬁhls 3111g1mg repetition ,Th@ eoﬁxmﬁn ;.(}f ewd&me :
_is severe, | .

na,l evidence vanishes. Therej in Jeremiah xxvi. 23,,(1:;6;{?.1 of
A, which nearly always represents the text which our Lord
and the apostles used : see Oracles in N.T., p. 76, etc.) is the |
phrase almost word for word : Kah cuvendBocay adrTov Kal
eEiyayor alrov ezce:,é?w kal elayayov avrov mwpos Tov Bacihéa
- (it will be 3}10@@1 elsewhere that king was a term applicable
. to the high priest). In fact, what Luke would never have -
 written by hunsalf he was willing to Wmm fmm the oracle.
| Fven the men {w&%a ?mld ?&@m, xxil. 63) is the men of J eremmh -
. xxVL 22: menis superfluous, The mpds, before, is actﬁaﬁy ;
- 'pwwyv&d in Mark, Matthew, John. And this mc‘imaﬂ;agf:f .
~ that all four evangelists mierpmtﬁd the king in the sense

. (Mark), Luke wrote to the d’weilmg of ; bwa,use* a,ppaarmﬂy

_ origin of the whole opinion that Jesus was tried or heard
‘in a dwelling-house. It will be shown el&ewhem On the
‘Timnir&ry, that the trial was in i‘&xe temple.
~ This is the eighteenth gﬁ&f&li@l hetween J emmzah Xxvi,
and the Trial-narratives. There are seveml more pa,mﬂe};s
. o f@llow»mg@ma stlll more remarkable.

E C. %LWYN

i Bur. Bac, mﬁa 8 1rr@§mant here.

5 eium%y ¢ &amez editors Wﬁi zmt believe it. Blasszs' o
~one who omits the second cmzi led him with D 9%(3 But

One g”iagme at the oracle, a,né the confidence Gf our mmr«‘ [ -

~ then current, of the high priest. But instead of before :

he rea%cm@(i back to Jeremiah xxxi. 10, the king’ $ ?muse:, ie. -
the high pme% s house. This vemfg Luke xxii. 54, is the




